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; e ime Y 1987 Defense Authorization Ei1l1l included legislation
' TMAT J1IrScteg a maJjor orqanmlzational chanae for U.D. spacial
e; operations forces that was designed to enhance U.S. capablilties
fe o tace jow 1ntensity conflict threats. This leai1gslation was

uniaue 1N that 1t directed the formation o+ a unified combatant
command, a new Assistant Secretary of Detense, and a Board for
Low intensity Conflict within the NSC. The paper brietfly examines
the relationship of SUF to l1ow intensitvy conflict, and then
attempts to answer three questions: Why did Congress feel

compel ted to enact the leaislation? What was the rationale behind
the +tainal structure, and why was Congress so specific in the
lancuaae™ And. what are the policy implaications of the
legislatior? The legisliation, and the events leading up to 1t,
provige a usetul stuav of Congressional-military relations.
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INTRODUCT ION

The Fiscal Year 1787 National [efense Authorization
Bri1 o included tTeglslation that gilrected a masor
re-organization and structurirng of the Uepartment of
Derense 3 special operations torces ( B0F 1. Specifircallv,
the legiz=lation mandated the formation of a unitied
comDatant command +or specilal operations, oreation of an
Hsslatant Secretary of Defense for Special Uperations and
Low Ltntensity Contli1ct (ASL/SU-LIC) . ang the estaplii~shment
of a board for Low Intensity Contlict within the National
Secuwr ity Council . This Teaislation was the product of
geparate bills introduced by both the House and the Senate
with the ledislation ltarqely takina the ftorm of the Senate
version,

This legigiation, wnile pernhaps not revolutionary,
certalnly reprasents a - distinct departure {from past

Longrassional actions, and 15 of interest i1n studying

Lonaressional — military and Conaressionatl - administration

relations for a variety of reasons. First, 1t marks the only

time since the i1nitial legislation 1n 1947 thnat Conaress has
directed the formation of a unified combatant command. This
was aone over the strona obaections of botn the
agmimistration and the Lepartment of letense and goes some
wavy 1N pointing up a ditference between an i1nfluential aroud

0+ bil—-partisan legislators and the administration over

Dol 1oy towards unconventional wartare and lTow 1ntensity
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montlict,. the Iegislation 1e also unusual because of 1ts
spEc1fi1city 1n many areas that would normally have besn e+t
o U to implement. Lastlyv, 1t 18 notable because it
imstructs the administration to form & specific board 1n the
Mational security Coumerl and is thus directiy involived 1n
e oraganization of the Fresident’s oersonal statid.

Tmis paper proposzes to study the SOF legislation in the
1987 Detense Authorization Bill, the events Teadina up to
1ts 2ractment, and the policy 1mplications of the resulting
oraanizational structure. Ln doing so, the paper will
adgdress the following guestions: Why did Congrees fee)
compellaed to enact this Tegislation? What prompted a
bi~partisan group of Congressmen to take up an issue that
has Mo real constituency? Second. What was the rationale
penind the oraanizational structure in the final )
leglslation? WhRy was Congress s directive and specific in
the lamguage? Third. What are the policy implications of
trn1s 1egislation? 1s this an edception, or is 1t the
beginnina of extensive Longressional involvement in
gperational matters?

The paper will not examine the implementation of the
leaisiation by DOD or any of the on—aoing bureaucratic
battles., It will focus on the legislation 1tself and the
avents leadina up to 1t, and will concentrate on the
Conqreas1ohal si1de 1n order to trv and better understand

current Tongressional-milaitary relations.
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i SFECTAL OFERATIONS and LOW ;
3 )
5 5
b ke v ey e el ¥
¢ INTENSITY CONFLICT 0
| v
{. Betore addressing the guastions above, it 18 useful to :
. -
0 o
iy} brietlv discues special operations and low intensity b;
N contlict 1 the past tnirty vears as a hasis for examining
;'
.3 " the leglislation and the circumstances surrounding 1t
K}
K} ¢
" i
N . The +tirsr step 1n this brief examination of special =
i operations and low 1ntensity contlict must be to understand }
4 {
% the terms and the context 1n whicnh thev are peina used. é
.‘j 't -
B . . R ’s
4 Untortunately, speciral operationg and low intensity conflict 3
| ;-3
§ are often used i1nterchandeably as 1+ they are oneg in the o
iy ,
U
B same . )
[ LR
Y _— . , A i
[ Low 1ntensity confliilct (LIC) describes an environment b -
? 1in whichn a particular type of conflict occurs. In this tvpe 3
Q of conflict, a variety of forces, both civilian and 3
l. \ :
8 military, may be used in concert to achieve political, !
social , Or ECONOMIC ODJECE1IVES.l What then are the 3
vl
parameters of low intensity camtlict? A Fairlyv narvrow :
i
definition of the parameters would identify three primary &$
- migsions withain LIC: counterinsuragncy, i
\.
. . . t
insurgency/resistance, and counterterrorism.2 3§ broader set ¥

ot parameters would find four i1dentifiable missions in LIC: $
insuraency/counterinsurgency, counterterrorism, peacastime by

cantingency, and peacekesplng operations.d

i
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On the other hand, soeciral operations 15 a capabilivy
nat normallv reguires specially oraanized,. trained, and
aquipped torces that can be emploved anvwhare 1n the
contllct spectrum, from low to nial. A definition that miaht

me ussful i understanding special goerations 158

"bhmall scale, clandestine, covert, or overt
opEratlions of an unorthodox and frequentiyv
nian risk nature undertaken to achileve pol-
itical or militarv objectives 1n support of
torelan policy. Speciral aperations are char-
acteri1zed by eirther simplicity or complexity,
by subtiety and 1magination, by the discrim-—
1nate use ot violence, and by oversight at
the nighest level. Military and non-military
resouwrces, 1ncluwding inteiligence assets, mav
be used in cormcert."4

fnus, LIC and S0F are clearliy not interchanasable
terms . 9UF provides a capability that has a primary
application in the LIC environment. S50F should be a kev
military element 1n any of the LIC missions discussed and
showlda also be committed early in the contlict.

The history of low intensity conflict in U.S. national
security policy far tne past twentv-five vears is
instructive, 1+ not depressing. Immediately atter his
inauauration, Fresident kFennedy bedgarn to push for an
ettective counterinsurgency policy and with it the doctrine,
torces, and traiming to accomplish that strategv. He saia:
“There 1s another type of war, new in its
intensity, ancient in 1ts origins — war by
querillas, subversives, jinsurgents, assassins;

war bv ambush i1nstead of combati by intil-
tration instead of aggression, seeking vic-
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Lory by eroding and exhausting {he anemv 1n-
stead Of =2nNaaaing him...lL reguires 1n

those situations where we must counter

1t...a whoita new strateav. a whole arftar~
ent king of force, and tneretore a new and
whollv different kind of military training."S

This "revolution from above" i1mmadilatelyv ran 1nto
poposition from the military and particul arlty from the Army
because 1t would bear the brunt of counterinsuraasncy. By
196%, 1t nao become tne "revolution that tai1led".o g
desg-seated conventional mindset within the senaor miiilitary
feadersnin gave only 11p service to Fresident kennedv’s
desires while continuing with the attitude that the
capabilities required to fight a mid or high intensity
conventional war were adeqguate to prosecute a smaller 1ow
intensity one.’?

Coming out of Vietnam, the U.5. wholeheartedly focused
1ts ettorts Lowards preparinag for a conventional war in
curope. The only deviation from this came with the formation
Ot the continaency rorce, row CENTCOM, for Scuthwest éAsia,
but 1t stil! reflected the i1dea that the LU.5. would be
tacina a larae Soviet force. During the 19707s. .5,
capabiriilties to figbht in a low intensity environment wetre
heavily cut until they had "withered into virtual
uselessness" .8 This was true not onlv of the military, but
the government as a whole, with the Central Intelligence

Hgency bheing gutted of 1ts paramiiittary and human

intel ) iaence capabilities. The familiar retrain of "no more
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Vietnams' became & reality not only because of strong
Antipathy towards upconventional conflicts in the military,
put throuanout the goverament and civilian sectors.,
Beginning 1n 1981, the Reagan Administration called far
an uparage of =0F capabiliities and anm 2mphasis on
N8 aency/coudntarinsurgencsy as a major strategy in
contronting Soviet activaities in the Third wWorld., Despite
this call +rom the top, there has been onlv modest progress
arna this nas been |argely 1n the S0F,. Ferhaps the areatast
progress has been 1n U.S. counterterrorist caoab111t1e5, but
supportir:, assets, and in particular, S0F airiitt, remain
1nadequate and the subject of continuous bureaucratic
battles over priorities and tunding. By some accounts, the
budget for SOF has mc~e than Lripled from 1981 to the
present . bur much of it Mas gone towards updrading S0F‘s
capabil ity to zupport the CINCs in the prosecution of their
conventional war plans.? There 1s No real consensuz among
polticy makers on how to respond to Tow intensity challenges
nor 1s there any consensus that the U.S. should actively
prepare +or such contlict. El Salvador 15 & case 1n polnt.
Consi1derable uncertairty on how to address the problem
complicated establishing a conerent strategay within the
Administration and triggered vocal opposicion to what
evolved as U.8., policy. Conaress was actively 1nvolved anag
tegis!ated a number of restrictions on U.S5. policy so as to

fimit 1nvolvement and protect against Yanother Vietnam'.
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REASUNS FOR LELGISLATION

Why then did Conaress feel compzliad to @2nact thne
special operations learsliation., and whv also did a
Di-partisan groub take uwe an 1ssue that nad no real

constituency? Thera 1s Mo one spaclfls Freason or evert that

i

trigaeredg 1t, but more am accumuwl ation of events over time
that 12g018)at10n wWas critical 1y needed. Fart of the answer
may be found 1n two areas - the most likely threat to U.S.
interests and securaity for the forsseeabls tuture, and the
track record of the U.5. in special operations and low
intenslty confiict inm the J1ast two decades.

Firet, no maticnal security strategist or specialist
cam predict with a high dearee of certainty what form futurse
contlict will take. However, there 1s enough evidence
currently to make an 1nformed gdess. The Soviet Union has,
since the early 19270s, pointedly increased 1t8 1nvol vemant
11, and support of, low intensity conflicts. It has oone
this both directly and indirectly throuwgh surrogates such as
East Germanyv, Crzechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Cuba, Svria, Libva,
North korea, and others. And along with this, their ability
to prajeact power has 1ncreased markedly in the past twenty
vaars .10

Although Soviet activity has increased, the prospect of
a direct confrontation betwsen U.5. and Soviet forcas,

especially 1n Europe, remains the least likelvy

)
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g: poss1billty. il yrat 1s +tar more likely 1s the engagement of

.ﬂ, client or surrogate forces of one against those of the

. other, Or, as 1n Vietnam and Afahanietan, the forces of

n

o ginner the Soviet Union or the U.8. against an insuraent

oo

?5 torce bDacked by the other. Secretary of State George Shult:z

B was DluMt about the subiect when he said:

b

9..

i

) “Low intermzity contflict is the orime chall-

3} enag we will tace, at least throuah the re-—

_5 mainder ot this century. The future of peace »
and +resdom mav wall depend on how effectiv-

[T u

- elv we meet 1t.'l2

A

W _ ) .

ﬂ Ur-qoing contlicts that are examples ot this include £l

N

B, . v . e . s

,t Latvador, Nicaragua, Ferud, Thailand, Cambodia, Fhilippines,

a Mngol &, Ethiopia, and Afghanistan. Add to this the constant

!

5?’ threat of i1nternatinonal and state-sponsored terrorism and it

" 15 nut hard to understand Secretary Shultz’'s concern.

E.: This then was the sensing of a number of members of

k-

_ﬁ Londress 1n 1986, and in particular a core group of

"1 inttuential members that 1ncluded Senators Nunn, Cohen,

W _ . . . . . .

W bennedy, and Rudman, and Representatives Daniel, Bennet,

Hutto. ard kasich,. The U.S. was facing 1ow intensity

s conflict as the most lTikely form of conflict in the future

Qg with the good possibility that this threat wouwld intensifyv -
,E instead of recede. The second factor at work was the

.;? perceived U.S. capability to conduct special op@rations in a i
i low 1ntensity environment.

,x;;
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& In 1985, the Army 1nitlated the Joint Low Intensity

‘jil

P

W Lonflict Froject that included not only members aof the

244 '

. military, but had support and participation from the

2

3 Mepartment of State, JCB, anmd the CIA. Ine final report was

N

%; rgsued 1n LYHe and was highly critical of U.S. ability to

L

- tace the chatlienge ot LLID or political violence short oFf X
K)

) . , ‘
3 ' conventilonal war. The report beains by saving:

i‘:i

. Ve

0 _
A 9 "Four themes orevalil throuwahoubt the report: ¥
ot As a natiorn we do not understand low intans-—

3? 1ty gonflict: we respond without unity of

" gtfort; we executs our activities poorivi

-%i and we lack the ability to sustain s
by operations,"13 %
LEM)

» The raport goes on to expand on each of the four themes, but

4 .

;d tWo common threads run throuahout. First, althouah LIC is

XY

U: the most likely threat, the U.S. has no coherent strateqy

M
_— tor dealina with 1t. Secondiy, the U.85. mindset, and thus .
‘l‘ &
oy preparation, 18 towards conventiomnal mid to high i1ntemsity {

0 .

0 . . . \

gu conttlict, and there are consistent efforts tao apply :
L ¢
" conventional sclutions to unconventional challenges. The

)

%, FEport summary Savs! X
)

- \
!l )
I "Our 1nterests are being threatened with 4
- alarming freguency by various forms of pol- -
- itical violence subsumed under the heading l
rf of low intensity conflict...Our current def- y
3y ense posture reflects ouwr inability to wund- v
p' erstand the form and substance of this direct '
W challenge to our interests...Short of war, s

: we have no strateqy or comprehensive plan to )
iy address the challenges of golitical viol- 3
Eﬂ BRCe . We will need the courage to depart b -
N trom conventional institutional norms anmd 3
‘& the vision to maintain a praamatic defense !
.

W =
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posture i1nereasinaly ralevant Lo a world
characterized by merther war nor peace."14

-

Whnile this report ra-at+firmed the corviction by membars
of Congress that not only was there a 1ow intensity threat,

and that there were serious gsvstemic and orgdanizational

Ay ST WK

shortoomings 1n addressing 1t, there were some other

tactors.
The U.8. record in special operations over the past
Twenty vears 1s not ore of success. Disregarding the Vietnam L
Brperignce , there were a serlies of events that drew the
attention of Conaress because of thelr high visibility, and
1in A rumber of them, their failure.
The U.5. attempt to +ree the hostages 1n lran in 1780
anded 1n tailwe at liesert One. The operation wag daring,
complicated, and beset with praoblems from the start. The
Hollowav report lays out these problems in detail, but it is
worth reviewing some key points. First, there was no
in-place organization or command and control structure in
place to pran, train-up, and execute the mission. Forces had
to be pulled together from the separate services and
preapared +rom scratch., There wags also the question of the
mix of forces and whether service interests entered into the .
cholce. Whatever the'case, it took siv months to prepare for
the mission that ended short of the objective with a loss of
l1tae, and a seri1ous blow to U.S. prestige, moralie, and

international standing.
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N Next came the U.5 experience in Lebanon i1n 1983 that

% anded in withdrawal after 241 Marines were killed in a

K

‘ terrorist bomb attack. That the attack cam2 a3 a surprlise 1s

M 4
$ obvious, but there 1s evidence tnat perhbaps 1t should not

X :
% mave been, In 1786, Mr. Noel koonh weote a number of

rongressmen a letter in whnich he charged that he tried to

-§ . alart the JCB t0o the possibility of a4 changina terrorist ;
.ﬁ threat asg reported by a special operations survey team in E
’ Beirut., but was 1gnored. He contends that distrust of S0F
i; ard a convaluted command structure may well have contributed ;
'$ to the loss of the Marines,19 E

Al mast concurrent with the Beirut bombing, the U.S.

'% mounted the Grenada operation to rescue the medical students

%v and restore order to the island. The operation wag a

_; success, bBut there were numerous problems associated with f
‘g that success. lniti1al planning for the operation called for

§ 1t to be an SUOF operation, but as events untolded, other b

Armv and Marine units were i1nvolved and the SUF plan wds
co-opted. Integration of the S0F and conventional units was
poor +rom the start and severely hampered by excessive
operational security. uring the actual conduct of the

operation, it has been reported that the lelta Force was

‘

unable to accomplish its mission and suffered a number of f

casualtties in the attempt; the SEALs had Timited success, ?

]

£

but also took casualties: and the supporting SOF helicopters 5

Mad Migh |osses 1n the initial assault. The Rangers, who }

{

11 ;

d
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were creglited with a daring parackhute assault and quick
zelzure of their 1mitial oboectives, were called on the
s@cong day to rescue a laraz aroup of U.5. students whose
‘ @xistence and location was unknown until the assauwlt, which
? cotld have proved disastrous had they been threatened.lé
These reports suagest that U.5. forces asain suftered +rom
inadeguate antell igence, and that as planning progrecssed, v
SUF capabirtities, such as nilaht operations, were restricted

1N order to accommodate the conventional forces.

In the Achille Lauro hijaching incident, therse are
reports that the Administration ordered SEALs to free the
shipboard hostages, but that the BEALs were delaved by
repeated breakdowns of their transport aircrast from the
Ui When they finally arrived at the scene, the hostages
had been released and one American was dead.l?

This 18 not to sav that S0F were i1ncapable or
1l ~praepared during this period. There were undoubtedly
successes that have not been reported or leaked, but
Longress was left with the impression that while the forces
themselves are well trained, the organizational structure,
command and control, and support were inacequate.

Congress 18 not a monolithic oraanization with a single

corporate will and direction. It goes without sayving that

not all members who voted for this Teqgislation had strona

) opinions on SOF or LIC, or even had passing knowl edae of

I
i
’ ' s oY
% them, What was kev here was the small group of Senators and
y
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*
%T Representativas who took up this issue and whv. As with most é .
g legirgslation, who introduces 1t and whno are the co-spofsors i
; are the key to the progress of the legislation. Althouanh the ;
. ¥
i. Senate bill (8I453) and House bill (HRS10Y) took oifferent f
;' approachaes,. the result was conceptually the same, E
; During 198e. as each bill was being worked on in -
:f’ committee ., a seri1eg of events ocourred that in some cases )
§ were not related. but all served to prompt or reintorce the Q¢
0 L
» wilill ot these Members to act. The first was the on-going n
Ji legislative ettort to reorganize the [O0 - the i?v
% Goldwater—-Nichols Act. EMtensive hearings were held on a i
[ N
o variety of subjects, some of which related to SOF and LIC, .
3 and the S5A3C issued a cetaifed report that +tormed the basis i'
% of the legislation. A number of issues in the report such %
! as limited i1ntegration at DUOD's policve-making levei, failure ;
L
'; to adeguately implement the concept of unified command, ana ﬂg
{
Y jack of strategic goals, all served to highlight problems é
. 4
with SOF and LIG. .
?‘ The timpal influence on the Congress that merits Y
b :
i J1SCUsSSs10N was the testimony before both the HAST and the ?
= ]
; SASC of a number of prominent officials, both active and b
3 “ retired, wha had expertize in special operations and LIC, In $
; general , these men provided broad and credible support to E
f Congress’ attempt to highli1ant defiencies 1n SOF and LiC andg 3
{ to attempt to correct these defiencies through legislation. 3
; Amona many who testified were General Edward Mevers, General ?'
13 oy
4
{
N
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f} Robert kinaston, Deneral Richard Sti1iilweld, Lt Gen Sanuel %.
Y iy,
2' Wilson, M. William Colby, and Frofessor Richara Shultz., é
) However, there wera twe testimonies that came at an )
ér important auncture and had a heavy ifnfldence an both E
E committess. The +irst was the testimony by retired Mad. bBan. §
i Richard Scholteg who was the :Dmmaﬁd@r of the Joint Special :
. Uperations Command (JS0C) at the time of the Grenada ‘ §
L) G
i operation. The majority of this testimony was classified and i
) the axact content is not known: however, it dealt in 1arge | f
v
i part with the problems SUF had in Grenada and the reasong }
- Lt
i' tor them. Ma) Ger SBcholtes’ testimony had a profound i1mpact §
: ¢
Y on members of both committees, and Senator Nunn referred to i
)] \
i the testimony as “pwofound]Q disturbing to say the Teast", %
1 .
3 Senator Cohen credits this testimony as the key toward %
[l '3
'i persuading him to move stronagly for the legislation.l8 f
% 'me other testimony actuwally came in the +arm of a iq
§ tettar from Mr. Noel kKoch to various nembers of Congress, 2
f -
K M. kocn nad recently reslaned as the senior DOLD official j
? with regsponsibil ity for special operations and é
! )
-h counterterrorism. He wrote a lenathy letter detailina his i,
s erperiences trying to enhance SOF capabilities in LOD and t
'f- the many roadblocks and difficulties he encountered. He i
M o
i commented on the contentious i1ssue of SOF airlift and the ‘ E
% resistance by the Alr Force to a meaningful up-grade despite ;1
? specific guidance +rom Congress. He then described his %
i frustration at tryving to brief the JCS on the chanaing f
- 14
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)
"y
) nature of the terrorist threat to the U.5.. and hnow a f
)
04
special survey team thnat had been 1n Beirut orior to the ﬂ
¢
bombing of the Marine barracks had warned of the turm from -
3
mostage-taking to large bombings. He then went on to detayrl ﬁ
'5'
V
” Wwhat re termed the entrerched rasistance in botn the JC8 and ﬁ
;'.g
DO 1n the organizatiornal or command and comtrol structure ’
\J
¥
4o
, tor BUF and savst: "1l oam watoching the same pradominately ¢t
zelfisn 1nterests at work,., and I have no doubt that their $§
. (K
SUCCEss can only 1ead somewhere, sometime to a replavy of
(e
L
Beirut ., Uctober 23 .19 dh
0.‘
)
]
In summary, a zZmall group of Senators and ‘mi
Lt
Representatives. with nigh credibility. served as the !
catalvset for Dongress in enacting the legislatiom to enhance &;
L "o
tre capabiliitiles of SUF. They were influenced bv a variety ‘%—
WA
b
of factors beginning with the belief that low i1ntensity was )
RH]
the most likely threat, and tnat U.8., capabilities to ,f
o
oounter thilis threat were inadequate. The evidence of past ﬁ?
tallings, along with some pointed ftestimony about operations [?
s,
. ‘
that occurred well 1nto the 1980’s, and combimed with a mood “q
4
..E
for retorm and reorganization, resulted in a strong push for ,?
1 ()
legislation and enactment in Uctober 1984. i
ot
ﬁ‘
20
o
RATIONALE FOR THE CONTENT o
e
- ] 1 ‘
The next gquestion to address 15 what was the rational '%'
i
. _ L . N\
+or the content of the final Teai1slation? Whv did Congress %.
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opt +or the oraanizational structure that resulted, and why
were they so specitic im the finral |anguage of the bill1? It
will be heipful teo 1ook first at the different approaches
that the House and Senate each took, and then briefly ook
At the +i1nal leagis) ation betore gramining the rati1onal e
pehind the specitic aspects of the I=2gislation.

The House version of the bill (HREYO1) callted for
gstalblishing a National Special Uperations Agencvy withain LDOD
hneaded by & civilian director who would report directly to
the Secretary of Detense. The House, under the leadership of
Fepresentative Dan Danmiels, conducted extensive hearinas
that went on tor more than two yvears. The House parel
concentrated on special operations and did not examine the
larger 1ssue of low intensity conflict. They were also more
pessimistic about SOF reform within DOD, and were less
1inGlined to accommodate DOD initiatives on SUF enhancement.
ln tfact, Representative Daniels’ 1nitial proposal i1n 1985
was for the formation of a sixth service specitically faor
special operations.zZ? The House approach was to take special
operations and 1ts forces as far out of conventional
miji1tary command and control as possible and, as opposed to
changing the system, get SUF away from the svstem.

The Serate bill (82453) had a broader scope because it

N not only proposed to enhance S0F, but to trv and integrate
i) :

?’ planning and preparation for LIC within the government. Why
g ' )

Qﬁ did the Senate version include LIC and the House version

i 14
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not? Une reason 18 that the House had separate panels
looking at speciral aperations and DOD reorganization and
reftorm, whnereas 1n the Senate, one panel was looking at botn
1ssues, and it was thus esasier to connect them. The Senate
priy callen for & wunified combatant command with a four zhar
commander , an Assistant Secretary of Letense for civilian
oversight, arnd a Natiormal Hecurity Council board for
integration and policy coordination. The issue of the NSC
board retlected the broader approach of the Senate, and its
desire to address the problem of Tow 1ntensity contflict
pol ity cpdrdination through the most appropriate agency, the
NSL . Alsp. bv having an Assistant Secretary of Defense, this
added i1ncreased spacial opeﬁations and LLIC advocacy within
pag .

floth bills pagssed their respective chambers ang went to
contarencag 1n October 19846. The final legisiation arrived at
by the contetrees reflected the Senate version almost i1n toto
with the exception of a House provision to give budaet
autnority to the new unified cammand CINC. The Senate
version prevailed for the most part for two reasons. First,
1t was closer than the House bill to the latest DOD proposal
put forth in an effort to head otff binding legislation, and
thus represented the hint of a comsensus that in turn might
reduce some of the bureaucratic resistance to
1mplemaentation. Second, and more importantiy, the House bill

ran counter ta many of the major aspects of the
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Goldwataer—Nichnols Act. which was Just belna complieted. The
House proposal for a separate agency would have been 1n

corntlict with strenathening the unified combatant LINCs and

73
P
ot

gnhancing the authority of the Chairman of the JUS. Senator

MUuRn was particul ariy concerned about the etfect of a
separate agency and saild, "t does Qo against i1rntedgratinag
trose torces 1n the command structure,. 1t would be separate
+rom the command structure and 1 am very dubious about
Lhat . "2l

Longress, by 1ts i oadmission, wag unusuallyv specific
in the legisliation. What prompted this specificity and
involvement 1n details that would not normally have been
addressed? The Joint Exp]anétory Statement issued bv the

conterees gives & good sense of the thinkng of the Members:

"The confereeg carefully considered the
degree of specificity to include in this pro-
vision., Althouah several elements of this
provision are more specific than may normally
De expectad 1n legislation, the conferees de-
termined that the seriousness of the problems
and the ability or the unwillingness of the
lUepartment of lDetense to solve trhem left ro
altarnative., The actiaon of the conference
committee 18 fully congigtent with the power
provided in the Constitution for the Lonaress
‘to provide for the common detense.: The
conferees detarmined that the tailure to act
forcetully 1n this area and at thig time
would be inconsistent with the responsibil-
ities of the Congress to the American
people. 22

Une issue that drove specificity in the final bill was

the strong opposition to the Tegislation by DOD. From the




2arlv hearinas by the House pane! up Lo the davs before the
tinal legisiation was passed, UOD opposed the concept of a
separatg command or aqaency +or special aperations. LOD
ooposiltion did not really solidity until the summer ot (986
whern botn the Mouse and Senat2 nad 1ntroduaced thear
respewctive bills. Botn DUL and rdminlistration officials
stressed the nesed for an internally denerated "fix" for S0F

A% opposed to a Longressionallv directed one.

when 1t became apparent 1n summer 1986 that there well
might be legislation of somé zort, QD proposed a Special
Uperations Forces Command that they contended was very
similéar to the 1ntent and spirit of the Senate bili. There
wera some si1aniticant difterences in that the LOD proposal
called tor command neaded by a three star flag, not a
unitilied command headed bv a four star CINC. In addition,
there would not be a separate Assistant Secretary of
fletensa, and no provision for representation on the NSC. In
testimony, Mr. Richard Armitage, Assistant Secretary of
letenses for [nternational Securitv Aftairs, stated that
bBinding legislation would serve to isolate SOF from the rest
of the military, while LUD wanted to insulate them.zZ3

The Members became convinced that despite recent
positive action and statements from tke Chairman of the JCS,
Admiral William Crowe, there remained siganificant opposition
to the ennéncament of S0F, and there was too much

possibillity of a roller—-coaster priority effect. Without an
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insgtitutional advocacy, S0F priority might well revert to
being personality dependent.

A cantinuing source of frustration and thus an impetus
+or gpneciticity was the i1ssus of SUF airlaft. Congress nad
continual v pressured DOD to raise the prioritv of SOF
Alrl 1+t and establish a lomg term plan for acawisiltion and
tunding. Lonaress directed DOD to include SUF awri i+t 1n the
FI187-71 Five 1ear Defense Flan, but ltater charged that DOD
naog re-—aljocated funds and removed S0F airlitt from the Five
Tear Flan., Mr. BOCh, an his letter to Members, referred to
the lack ot priority of S0F airlift and what he termed the
1nadequate treadiness status of Alr Force special operations
ailrcratt, 24

The issue of SOF airlift and what Conagress felt was [DOD
intransiaence even in the face of mandated requirements,
gerves to i1llustrate why there was unusual specificity in
the +inal 1eaistation. Their intent was to imstitutionalize
the priority of SO0F in the face of strong apposition within
LoD, and not relv on shiifting priorities of different

officrals or administrations.

FOLLCY IMPLICATIONS

The last guestion to address is what are the policy
implications of this legislation? Is 1t an exception, or 1s
1t the beginning of a naw era of Congressional involvement

i1 national security operational matters™ An aspect to the
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auest1on 15 to whnat deqree 13 there a diftference 1n
attitudes andg priorities batween CLongress and UL over
speCl1al operations ang Lo

! Vietnam was a watershed for the U.S. military, and the
1 2rid ot ftnat war stimul ated a prepcoucation with the
conventional environment of Eurone. Another conseguence wasg
that the percection of mililtary capabiiities and the

' policies within which they can be emploved have clearly been
limked to conventional conflicte.2S [n the drive to avoid
another vietnam, tne path taken for the mast part has been

to 1gnore the lassans of that contlict rather than to study

P

geriously low ntensity canflict. Whilse SOF has clearly

recelved 1ncreased priority during the Reagan

20 1

L fAdministration, wikth an 1ncrease in 1ts budget +rom 441
- milii1on doliarse 1n 1981 to 1.6 billion dellars in 1987, much
ot this increased spending has gone towards deep penetration
airl it . which fas a primary focus of supporting S50F in a
conventional war. Therag 1s also a body of opinion 1n the
! military leadership that +feels that special operations are
a most often a capability, rather tham a missior. Therefore,
general purpose forces, with some additional training and
2 equipment, should be able to conduct special operations.
The Congressional view is that special operations is &
mission that has been inadeguate in the past. Thev wili

: . point to repeated failures to support their conviction that

N special operations must be an assigned mission. They are
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alen Jookindg +or an nstitutional solution for i1ntearating

low intensity efforts that 1nciude more than just the

militaryv.

A
“
e What therp does thiz legislation sav abcut Longress:
D
1y
i, ) . \ e s
“ willinaness to gaet involved in operational matters? This 1s
W
'é the tirst time that Congress has directed the formation of
!'|
i . , .
> unitied combatant zommand, what forces will be assigned, and
A what miggions 1t will have. The Administration raised a |ate
La% (
Lomnstitutional 1ssue when Adm. John Foindexter, then the
Y
K‘ Fresi.dent s National Security Advisor, wrote to the
o
A
:?) co~sponsors ot the Tegislation and said:
oW
Y . :
R “I uwrge vou to reconsider the need for this
%\ restrictive detailed legislation omn this sen-
fj zitive 1ssue...it would present potemntial
e constitutional oroblems because it would im-
5¥ permissibiy limit the Fresident’s autbority
B as Commander-1n~Chief ,"26 '
o It 13 not known whether the Administration was oboecting to
;V the unitied combatant command, the NSC Coordinating Eoard,
o or both. The unitied combatant command structure amd the NSC i
T

were both established by law., and it was the Congressional

P
o

position that theyv could further refine those structures

o
e
a_ma

-

without overstepping their Constitutional bnounds. The

o

pamintistration did not press thils 1ssue furtner.

It 18 difficult to oredict +tuture Congressional .
actions, but there are some 1ndicators that shnould be -
considered,. In January 1987, the SASC, under the leadership

o+ Senator Nunn conducted a seri1es of hearinas on national

ey
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security strateqay. The fe2ling was that Congress was E

s

intimately i1nvolved 1 the resourcing of national security, @

but that all sectors of government, from Lonaress to the ;

Lo, were too consumed bty the budgeting aspect of national i

\

s@curaity at tne axpense of 1ts tundamental aspects - the ﬁ

£

ends, wave, antd means. These hearings were not intended to iy

[\

. proauce any legistation but to emohasize a critical aspect ﬁ

o

that was usually logst in tne vearly rush towards a budget. %

\ White thev did not foous on S0F or LIC, the hearinas served ;!

X

to heighten awarseness among kev Members on threats to gﬂ

¢

- national security and the means by which to address them. é
The c¢lear indication here is that Conaress, with the ; |

i eadership of certain influential members, might well be é

taking a more activist role outside of the resourcing and i

budgeting arena. However, there is not enoush evidence to é

point to & specific direction, g

§

| 1t 1% now obvious that DOD either did not fully %

N

! understand Congress’ concern about special operations or LIC 1

; )

; or, more likely, they did not feel there was enough support ﬁ

11 erther chamber +or binding legiglation. Thus it was rot

X

Wntil the summer of 1986 that OO0 made a serious proposai

2

for a separate cummand, and by that time the sentiment for f
, binding Jegistation was builiding. Had there been more S-
attention by‘DDU earlier 1in the chain of events, there may 0

well have been onlv a sense of the Senate resolution. In §
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UM, there was a poor readifng of Condressional frustration

over SUF enhancement .
CONCLUS TUN

me 1Tegistation to enhance the capabilities of the U.5,
T 2Rgage 1n low 1ntensity conflict and improve special
aperations torces was unigue in that it was an effort by
Lorgress to not only focus on & |likely threat to U.S.
S@CUrlity . but to improve U.S5. capabilities to face that
threat . The +imal legislation was the result of
Lonarassional frustration over perceived resistance by DOD
to meaningful improvement of SO0F, and was unusually specitic
1R its languaae. An unfortuﬁate history of special
operations failures in the past ten years were a vivid
reminder of the difficulty, sensitivity, and impact of
speclal operations on U.5. national security and fareign
poticve The difticulty of these past operations were further
reintorced by the testimony of officials who were highly
critical of the planning and command and control of the
operations. This lTegislation, and the events leading up tog
1t , 185 instructive because of the policy implications of
binding legislation on & sensitive issue., and the ef+ort by
Longress to mandate an organizational solution to a (

conceptual and i1nstitutional problem. Since the legislation

15 a little more than a8 vear old, 1t 1s too soon to evaluate




the 1mpact on SUF, but the conceptual problems and

instituti1onal biases will not digappear quickly,
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% ENDNOTES
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4 1. The JCS definition of low intensity conflict is:

) "Low intensity conflict 1s a limited politico-military
gtruggle to achieve political, social, ecomomic, ok

Y psveholoalcal obdectives. It is often protracted and ranges

}3 from diplomatic, economic, and psychosocial pressures \

%g thirouanh terrarism and insurdency. Low intensity conflict is

g generally confined to a geonaraphic area and is often

}' characterized by constraints on the weaponry, tactics, and

ltevel of violence."
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